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Since the Declaration of Independence  
(1776) and the Declaration of the Rights of 
Man and the Citizen (1789), the ideal and 
significance of “Equality” has been taken for 
hundreds of years. And in order to release 
enslaved people from the unequal conditions, 
such an ideal has been enacted into 
constitutions of many countries. 
Due to the long-period history of the 
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unequal conditions, this essay begins with 
discussing historical background of different 
forms of unequality, including their forming 
factors and the process of how such a 
principle gradually takes an important part in 
the entire human right protection system. For 
hundreds of years, most people have been 
treated unequally. Basically speaking, there 
are three steps that should be mentioned: the 
first is “the congenital unequality;” “the 
systematic unequality”is the second, Finally, 
by means of hereditary and class system, it 
became impossible for  the oppressed 
people to reverse their positions. 
However, with the rise of nature law and 
democracy theory, the assertion “men are 
created equal” is stated to unlock the chain of 
“fixed discrimination” and to abolish feudal 
system which has caused the partiality and 
discrimination. And such an assertion is no 
longer the expression of a noble demand, but 
protected more effectively. 
Modern democratic nations also advocate 
the protection of “Equality”, but on the other 
side, rational modification and limit should 
be emphasized, lest we should run into a 
predicament of protecting “Absolute 
Equality”. During the developing process of 
“Equality,” its meanings and contents change 
with the different ages and societies. 
Nowadays, national power inevitably 
intervenes the operating process of equality 
protection, but the most important problem is 
how to deal with and balance the relationship 
between “Equality Protection” and “National 
Power,” including their limits, standards, etc 
so that human rights can be protected in a 
reasonable way. And all these problems 
concerned will take the main part in this 
research paper. 
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